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RECEIVE™

ERRORS THAT WILL STOP THE PROCESSING OF A

Pending
Service
Orders

Disconnected
Account

Skeletal
Records Onty

Missing Dats

Invalid NPA
NXX

SERVICE REQUEST

When LESOGQ goes out 1o get the existing record and finds that there are
existing pending service orders on the account, LESOG will not process a new
service order. This will fall to the center for manual handling /clarification.

When LESOG goes out to get the existing record and finds that the End User
Account is in Final Statug, whether due to & Disconnect or an outside move of
service, or 8 Number Change, no service order will be processed.

When LESOG goes out to get the existing record and finds that the Account is
Skeletal Records Only, as in the case of an account that is billed to another
sccount or an order to establish service is pending, but not posted.

When any critical dats; i.e., Telephone Number, Address, Listed Name is
missing from the LSR, the service order can not be issued..

If the NPA NXX assigned does not match the address on the LSR, LESOG
can not process & service order.

The above input ervors er system encounter errers are the most critical thet we can think of that
will stop the processing of o servies request. There is nat o existing list of these type errors. The

abeve input is a collective offoct sa the part of Maggie Smith and myself. If you have any questiens,
plesse call me at 404 927.7391.

Cherry Smith
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Beverly Surunons AT&T

Promenade [l

Room 12N08

1200 Peachtree St NE
Atlanta, GA 30309
404 8104932

September 24, 1997

Margaret Garvin

BellSouth [nterconnection Services
1960 West Exchange Place
Tucker, GA 30084

Dear Margaret:

This letter outlines some outstanding questions concerning the ordering process that we have been
trying to resolve since May 2, 1997.

There are several questions concerning the LEO Guide and information which seems to be incorrect
in the guide or not included at all. We have several questions about ordering Custom Ring.

Question - Is the Ringing Pattern switch dependent as indicated on the matrix in the LEO guide dated
4/97 ? or Can the customer select Ringing Pattern as indicated in the LEO guide dated 7/97 ?

Current process for Custom Ring service in conjunction with Remote Call Forwarding:

Custom Ring | & 2 - AT&T is sending FD (Feature Detail) of ‘All’ to call forward TNs | & 2.
Custom Ring (main number) - AT&T is seading FD (Feature Detail) of ‘Main’ to call forward
main TN only.

Interim Process: BellSouth will accept FD of *All’, and write order with ‘GOER" FID.

BellSouth will accept FD of ‘Main’ and write order with MCIF FID.

Note: On 9/15/97 Pat Rand indicated that the GOER FID was used for central office EWSD only.

Question - Is the GOER FID used in all central offices ?

Question - If the customer makes a change to remove Call Forwarding - would AT&T resend Custom
Ring USOC with FID hanging off ? or send Custom Ring USOC without FID ?
What are the EDI labels when there’s Feature Detail ? Do we include a virguie or a space ?

Remote Call Forwarding - PIN/PID Number - In Phase I BellSouth is assigning PIN/PID, and returning it
in retained remarks on 865 completion transaction. BellSouth is indicating there’s a security issue when
providing PIN/PID in retained remarks.

Waiting for response -Pat Rand was going to verify the service order edit system to make sure that
BellSouth wouldn't change the PIN/PID number if AT&T provided it.

If AT&T agrees to provide the PIN number, we would send on the initisl order (850). If a customer

calls AT&T to reset their PIN number, AT&T would call BellSouth as opposed to issuing a service order.
We can’t implement a process for PIN/PID until these questions are answered.

Please provide a response no later than September 25, 1997.



Sincerely,

ks

Beverly Simmons
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BellSouth & AT&T TCIF Issue 7
Concerns from 9/15 & 9/18 Meetings

Thursday, September 25, 1997

1. Can BST use AT&T’s Gap Analysis format?

BellSouth's Gap Analysis format was established based on addressing all elements in u
comparison from Phase [l (o TCIH- Issue 7. This format was established prior to the
receipt of AT&T s Gap Analysis.

2. AT&T requests separate, sub-meetings on Hunting, Directory Listings and LRN.

A. Hunting

BellSouth requests that AT& T send ns a written list of huming questions and we will
respond in writing. After AT& T reviews, we will jointly determine if fuce-lo-face meeting
is needed.

B. Directory Listings

This will be worked in a separate team addressing Directory issues. Natasha Ervin from
the Account Team wid Kathy Massey from LCSC Staff Support will lead the BellSouth
Team. [f AT&T feels that there are ixsues thay are not being addressed, or have niew
issues, please advise us in writing of what they are.

C. LRN

BellSouth requests that AT&ET send ns a writien list of LRN quiestions that will be
Jorwarded to the LNP Project Team and addressed by that profect team. Any data
elements that are implemented in TCIF 17 will be addressed by this team.

3. Define the documentation

€BF Ordering Guide - Dated 12-2.96

LEQ-IG, Volume . Issue 4, dated 797 (effective 81:97)
1.8R Version [ - released at OBF on 12 2796

TCIF-EDI, Issue 7, dated June ‘97

4 [s BST’s intent to maintain OBF standards and TCIF-EDI, Issue 7 (and/or issue 8)
standards to the extent possible when developing each release of EDI?

Response: BST can only implement the TCIF-EDI, Issues once they are approved at
TCIF-EDI.. Currenily, the only approved TCIF-EDS Issue is & 7, which is the one we are
working. [ssue 7 supports the Dec ‘96 OBF Standards. Issues 8 & 9 are being addressed
at TCIF-EDI, hut are not currently approved. The only field we have

Private ! Propricuary: No Disclusure Quiside
BellSouth Excent by Wrilien Agrecenemnt



BellSouth / AT&T TCIF (ssue 7
Thursday, September 25, 1997
Page Two

investigated bringing forward from the OBF 4-18:97 Standerds is the REQTYPE “M" 1o
support LOOPPORT Combo service. We agreed 10 bring Jurward if resobition is
received from the courtsimanagement before we finalize the reguirements,

S. When will BST be ready (target) to enter into the change control process mode?
(based on project plan) What is the process? Who will be the lead contact point in BST?

Response: Once the final mapping is complete, and BellSouth has baselined the
requiremesnts , BST can enter a changye control pracess for documenting any changes tu
the mapping or LEO-]IG Standards. The change control process is still being developed,
however, all correspondence shonld be sent 1o the Account Team. The lead contact point
in BST is the Accownt Team Staff (Marcia Moss).

6. What are the key deliverables & target dates for TCIF-EDI, Issue 77 Provide high
level project plan.

Response: The key deliverables are the changes 1o the LEO-IG, Volume 1, Issue 7 {dute
10 be determined), the TCIF-EDE mopping changes, o project plan providing the key

dates refative 10 ATRT, and responses (o questions as needed,

The milestones are:

Oraft EDI Tech Specs envailable 1o CLEC 10.27 97

Draft LEO-IG for TCHF Issue 7 available to CLEC 160 27 97

FFinal EDI Tech Specs availahle 1o CLEC 112197

Symtax Test with CLEC 12 1197-12 2397
Production SRT begins 01 30:9%

¥. Is BST using Phase 2 EDI as the basis/training block for TCIF-EDI, Issue 7 (LSR 1)?
Response: Yes

K. Is the LEO Guide up-to-date with Phase 27 with OBF-12/96? 1 not, when will the
document be BellSouth certified?



BellSouth / AT&T TCIF Issue 7
Thursday, September 25, 1997
Page Three

Response: BST has a Release scheduled for implementation on 10/6/97.

BST is currently documenting the changes to the LEOQ-1G, Volime 1, Issue 3 (effective
date to be determmed) based on the implementation 10.697. We have made every effort
10 be compliant with the OBF ‘96 Standards where those stundards did not inhibit us
from provisioning service to the CLEC s End User. Somv fields are intentionally omitted
fiom the LEO-IG. Folume 1, Issue 4 due ta theie inahility (o effectnate the provisioning
of the service. '

9. BellSouth and ATT will document all discussion itcms, questions, and answers to
qucstions in writing in order to minimize interpretation communications gaps.

Respense: We agree that both Companies will document issues and responses.

Private / Proprietary No Disclosure Outnde
BellSouth Excupt by Written Apreement
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ATTACHMENT 37
AT&T'S ATTEMPTS TO OBTAIN THE INTERFACES,
SPECIFICATIONS AND BUSINESS RULES NECESSARY FOR
THE ERING OF UN MBINAT

Establishment of specifications for access to UNE combinations is particularly
important to AT&T, because UNE combinations are a critical part of AT&T's business plan for
offering local exchange service in the BellSouth region. AT&T has repeatedly asked »BellSouth
to provide interfaces for UNE combinations, including the specifications and business rules that
AT&T needs to use the interfaces.! Despite those requests, BellSouth has not provided AT&T
with the interface design specifications that it will use to provide OSS access, and it has refused to
commit to the business rules that it will use in accepting orders for UNE combinations. Further,
even when AT&T has been able to obtain information from BellSouth, the value of that
information has been subsequently negated by BellSouth's unilateral changes to specifications and
business rules.

In a series of UNE combination implementation meetings with BellSouth, AT&T
has diligently sought to obtain: (1) BellSouth’s cooperation in developing an "eyechart” that
would establish business requirements and business rules used to define EDI mapping for ordering

UNE combinations, which in turn would allow AT&T to develop its internal systems so that local

orders could be properly transmitted to BellSouth; and (2) BellSouth's commitment to support the

' See Attachment 37a (April 2, 1997 Letter from James S. Hill to Robert Echols).
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value "M" in the "REQTYP" field on its Local Services Request ("LSR") form, which would
enable AT&T to order UNE combinations via the EDI interface (the required "specifications").?

After an April 7, 1997 meeting, AT&T Negotiations and Implementation Manager
James Hill asked BellSouth to confirm his understanding that (1) BeliSouth and AT&T would
complete and agree to an eyechart by April 28, 1997; (2) by May 1, 1997, BellSouth would be
capable of receiving UNE combination orders via EDI; and (3) that orders for the UNE
combinations known as the "UNE platform" could be placed by populating with an "M" the
REQTYP field of BellSouth's LSR form* To date, BellSouth still has not committed to the
business rules set forth in AT&T's eyechart, and except in Kentucky where it was ordered to do
so by the Kentucky Public Service Commission, it has refused to support the value "M" necessary
to place orders for the UNE platform via the EDI interface *

Initially, development of the eyechart was delayed by BellSouth's failure to bring
qualified Subject Matter Experts ("SMEs") to AT&T/BellSouth UNE platform meetings, and by
its continuous rescheduling of conference calls and meetings. On May 12, 1997, AT&T

Negotiations and Implementation Manager James Hill chronicled these delays to BeliSouth

* AT&T has pursued only the EDI interface for UNE combination orders because (1) the LENS
interface requires manual processing of all UNE combination orders once they are received by
BellSouth, and (2) the EXACT interface is designed for ordering infrastructure such as trunks.

* See Attachment 37b (April 10, 1997 Letter from James S. Hill to Robert Echols).

* It is necessary to use the value "M" to place UNE-combination orders via the EDI interface
because, as established by the OBF guidelines, the value "M" differentiates the port/loop
combination from other orders such as for resale or individual UNEs.

2



Account Executive Robert Echols and impressed upon him the urgency of AT&T's UNE
platform planning.*

Although BellSouth resolved to address AT&T's concerns regarding UNE
platform entry "as soon as possible,"® delays and cancellations continued. After failing to make
EDI available for UNE combination orders on May 1, 1997 (or on revised May 11 and May 15,
1997 deadlines), in a May 29, 1997 meeting, BellSouth informed AT&T that the REQTYP value
of "M" was not yet available, and that therefore EDI could not be used for UNE platform orders.
Further, on June 3, 1997, BellSouth canceled a critical June 4, 1997 UNE platform EDI eyechart
meeting and proposed rescheduling the meeting for June 12, 1997, with a follow-up meeting to be
held on June 25, 1997. Although BellSouth contended that the delay was necessary because
AT&T had submitted a scenario eyechart (a description of the data elements that are required or
optional for a specific order and service type) to BellSouth one day late and because the scenario
eyechart was lengthy and difficult to read, it also admitted that the delay was in part occasioned
because BellSouth had too many "internal issues” to resolve before it could meet with AT&T.
Moreover, none of BellSouth's proffered reasons for cancellation justified the magnitude of the
delay.’

To keep the negotiations moving, AT&T reluctantly agreed to BellSouth's

proposed revised schedule of meetings as "worst case dates," but it urged BellSouth to hold full-

> See Attachment 37¢ (May 12, 1997 Letter from James S. Hill to Robert Echols).
6 See Attachment 37d (May 28, 1997 Letter from Robert Echols to James S. Hill).
7 See Attachment 37e (June 4, 1997 Letter from Pamela Nelson to Terrie Hudson).
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day, face-to-face meetings and to continue work through the week and weekend if final closure to
the eyechart was not obtained in the June 25, 1997 meeting ?

At the June 25, 1997 BellSouth/AT&T meeting, BellSouth SMEs finally reviewed
the eyechart in detail, and AT&T and BellSouth agreed, inter alia, (1) on negotiated business rules
based on BellSouth's April 1997 Local Exchange Ordering Implementation Guide; (i) on the data
values contained in the eyechart; and (iii) that BellSouth would make available by Deqember 15,
1997 the value of "M" in the REQTYP field identification of the EDI Local Service Request form
to allow AT&T to order the combination of UNEs known as the UNE platform.” Two days after
this meeting, James Hill sent a letter to BellSouth Account Executive Marcia Moss, setting forth
AT&T and BellSouth's June 25, 1997 joint resolution of issues. Emphasizing the critical nature of
these issues to AT&T, Mr. Hill asked BellSouth to confirm its agreement by signing and returning
the letter to AT&T by June 30, 1997 %

The progress made at the June 25, 1997 meeting proved illusory. In a voice-mail
message to James Hill on June 30, 1997, Ms. Moss confirmed that the content and language of
the letter corresponded to her understanding of the agreement, but stated that she could not

immediately fax the letter with her signature because she was working at home.!! On July 2,

® See Attachment 37f (June 9, 1997 e-mail from James S. Hill to Marcia Moss).
® See Attachment 37g (June 27, 1997 Letter from James S. Hill to Marcia Moss).
10 li;

"' See Attachment 37h (June 30, 1997 Telephone Log of James S. Hill, transcribing voice mail
message from Marcia Moss).



1997, BellSouth advised AT&T that the letter had been sent to BellSouth's legal department for
review. 2

When AT&T had still not received the executed letter from BellSouth by July 29,
1997, James Hill again wrote to BellSouth and asked that the letter be signed and forwarded to
AT&T by August 1, 1997.2 In an undated letter received by facsimile on August 7, 1997,
BellSouth Sales Director Margaret Garvin responded that the UNE platform EDI requirements
embodied in the eyechart were developed by AT&T "to assist [AT&T] in building your
requirements and relating those requirements to your systems developers.” She further stated,
"BellSouth does not use these eyecharts that you develop for our requirements.” She
acknowledged that BellSouth agreed to assist AT&T by reviewing the eyecharts and that Marcia
Moss had agreed that the letter "did correctly reflect some of the answers/issues addressed during
the review of the eyecharts.” Ms. Garvin concluded, however, that "it is inappropriate for

BellSouth to sign an agreement based on your internal requirements documents and we will not

dO SO nl4

BellSouth's refusal to execute this letter effectively negated the progress made
during the June 25, 1997 meeting toward developing business rules and specifications needed to
support the placement of UNE combination orders over the EDI interface. BellSouth's
rationalization for refusing to execute the letter was totally unjustified, because -- as explained to

BellSouth by James Hill -- the UNE combination eyechart represented mutually agreed-upon

12 See Attachment 37i (July 29, 1997 Letter from James S. Hill to Margaret Garvin).
13 th
' See Attachment 37j (August 7, 1997 facsimile from Margaret Garvin to Jim Hill).
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system requirements, which were based on BellSouth's own April 1997 Local Exchange Ordering
Guide.”® BellSouth's failure to agree to the business rules and requirements embodied in the
eyechart thus deprived AT&T of any assurance that it 1s developing a functional electronic
interface to BellSouth or that it will be able to obtain UNE combination order flow between
AT&T and BellSouth.

Moreover, in refusing to execute the June 27, 1997 letter, BellSouth abandoned its
prior commitment to support the value of "M" in the REQTYP field of the EDI LSR form. In a
September 15, 1997 meeting with AT&T, BellSouth made its new position explicit, by informing
AT&T that its December 15, 1997 version of EDI would not support the value "M" in the
REQTYP field.'® Moreover, in the present filing, Mr. Stacy acknowledges that BellSouth would
have to develop further its interfaces to accommodate UNE combinations, and flatly states, "Since
BellSouth is pursuing its legal disagreement with the FCC position on providing UNE
combinations as a matter of law, we . . . have not yet undertaken such development." Stacy OSS
Aff., 9 57. Without the availability of the value "M" in the REQTYP field, AT&T cannot order
UNE combinations via the EDI interface, nor can it effectively enter the market via the UNE

combinations. See fn. 4, supra.

1" See Attachment 37k (August 25, 1997 Letter from James S. Hill to Margaret Garvin).

' In yet another change of tack, BellSouth has recently indicated that in the Spring of 1998 it will
implement the value "M" in the REQTYP field, but only for Kentucky orders. Presumably, if

UNE combination orders for customers in other states are placed across the interface, BellSouth
will provision them as resale orders.

i ——————————————
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